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Request for Comments; Pine Ford Project, Missouri Ty
A

w 2 3w /s

omas L. Budd, Acting Assistant Regional Fne Fana A
Administrator for Policy and Management o A g

Ty,

Alan Abramson, Director, Water Management Division
Dave Wagoner, Director, Air and Waste Management Division
John Wicklund, Director, Environmental Services Division

The St. Louis District Corps of Engineers has requested our response to
several questions regarding benefits for water quality releases and
controlling heavy metal contamination in the Big River Basin. The enclosed
letter and data explain their request.

An answer to this letter is due March 15. I request your staffs prepare
responses to those issues that affect your programs. Specifically:

WATR - Questions 1la, 1b, lc, and 2.
ARWM - Questions 3a, 3b, and 3c.
ENSV - Any questions deemed appropriate to your program.
Please provide your responses to the ENRV Branch by March 10.
Little project-related information was provided in the letter. If your staff

is unfamiliar with the Pine Ford Project, please contact Bob Fenemore for more
information.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Water Management Division comments on Pine Ford Reservoir

Carl V. Blomgren (j?ﬁtL/é%%Zcocﬁif

ief, Water Compliance Branch

Ed Vest
Chief, EIS Section

The basic language governing our position on this or any other situation

regarding flow augumentation is found in Section 102(d) of the Clean Water Act.
That section states that storage-and-water-reieases-shall-not-be provided-as-a
substitute for- adequate treatment or-other methods of controlling waste at the

source.

Because the Big River downstream segments are expected to attain water quality
standards after the imposition of adequate treatment, there are no water qual-
ity standards attainability benefits that could be attributed to fiow releases.
We are not aware of water quality data that indicates problems on the Big River.
to point sources and the Missouri DNR monitoring data in the State 305(b)
report does not indicate water quality violations due to point sources. There
is however, as acknowledged by the COE, significant nonpoint pollution attrib-
uted to the lead mining activities in the upper Big River area. We do not know
of any evidence that has been presented to show regulated releases would help
solve this nonpaint problem.

Therefore, we cannot conclude that regqulated releases in the Big River would
have a beneficial effect and our policy would remain as stated in our August 7,
1978, letter and Section 102(d) of the Act. Obviously, we can assign no dollar
value to the benefit since we do not believe there would be a benefit for WQ
standards attainability after adequate treatment is achieved.

I believe the above has answered questions 1, la, and 2 of the COE's letter.
Our answer to the rest of the questions is as follows: (1b) Existing NPDES
enforcement mechanisms are sufficient to assure "competent operation" of
upstream municipal treatment systems and no benefit from the P.L. 91-611 provi-
sion should be recognized. (1c) No water quality standards "benefit" is recog-
nized by EPA for emergency "flushing" capability.

Attachments
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Colonel Leon E. McKinney, USA

District Engineer

U. &. Army Engineer District, St. loufs
21t ?2th Street

St. Louis, Missourt 63101

Dear Colonel McKinnay:

He have recefved your letter of July 12, 1978, reoarding Tow flow
augmentation for water cquality control from proposed raservoir projects
in the Meramec River Basin.

He believe the letter indicates & lack of understanding on the part of
| the St. Louis District with regard to the provisfons of PL 92-500
Environmental Protection Agency policy and guidelines in connection with
‘ Section 102 of the Act, and EPA planning activities bein¢ conducted
pursuant to Section 208 of the Act.

Sectfon 102(a) of the Act provides for joint investigation by EPA with
other agencies of the discharges of any sewage, industrial wastes, or
substances which may adversely affect navigable waters or groundwaters.
Section 102(b) provides for consideration by EPA of the fnclusion of
storage for regulation of stream flow except that any such storage and
water releases shall not be provided as & substitute for adequate treatment
or other methods of controll{ng waste at the source. Section 203 estab-
T{shes a planning process to identify both point and nonpoint sources of
pollution and measures to control to the extent feasible such sources of
rollution.

Determinations of the need for, and value of, flow regulation pursuant

to Section 102(b) have previously been made for the 5S.. Louis District

on the proposed Union Lake and Pine Ford Lake. These daterminations

were made by letters of October 5, 1973, September 16, 1976, and October 23,
1976, copies enclosed. ¢ had not received any request in connection

with other projects within the basin prior to your letter of July 12, 197C.
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The 208 planning effort conducted by East-West Gateway was for the

purpose of {dentifying both point and nonpoint sources of pollution

and measures to control, to the extent feasible, such sources of pollution.
It was not intended as a study of the need for and value of flow augmentation
purjuant to Section 102(b) and the work plan did not provide for such a
study, .
We did advise you in our letter of October 29, 1976, the Corps of
Engineers should assist East-West Gateway 1n exploring and quantifying
nonpoint sources of pollutfon. We believe this was {n keeping with not
only the study purpose but the provisions of Section 102 of PL 92-500.

In that same letter we stated flow augmentation would be Justifiable

only 1f direct point and nonpoint source control practices were determined
to be insufficient to meet stream water quality standards.

We assume from your letter the Corps of Engineers did provide assistance
to East-West Gateway, but the letter does not indicate what assistance
was provided, It would appear that such assistance was directed toward
obtaining an evaluation of flow augmentation as compared with controlling
pollution at its source. We are somewhat surprised at this result in
view of the purpose of 208 planning as expressed in PL 92-500 and our
letters regarding the matter. We also are concerned the issue did not
fully surface earlier in view of the participation of the Curps of
Engineers on the Policy Advisory Copmittee of Cast-West Gateway during
the course of the 208 study.

Your letter states in a meeting of May 12, 1973, with East-West Gateway,

a study of flow augmentation as & supplementary measure was discussed,

and the conclusion was reached that a study is needed. Ve would appreciate
your cosments on the basis for this conclusion (such as the pre-impoundment
studies you mentioned), since the draft 263 plan does not appear to
indicate flow regulation will be required to meet water quality standards
when the recommendations of the 208 plan are implemented. In particular

we would appreciate your advice as to whether your conclusions are based
upon the possible need to augment flows for point or nonpoint sources
andn:hat specific pollutants are expected to violate water quality
standards.




In the recent passage of PL 95-217 the requirement of Section 102(b) was
not changed and hence the policy of EPA with regard to flow augmentation
has not changed. The legislation has resulted in consideration of a
broader range of treatment alternatives and control technologies.
However, flow regulation is still to be considered, only as a supple-
mentary measure to conirol of pollutants at the source.

li: would appreciate a 1ist of the specific proposed reservoirs that will
require a determination of the need for regulation of stream ficw. In
addition, we would appreciate your making available copies of appropriate
survey reports and feasibility studies In connection therewith.

detevnidnations
SRR and BL O 2L.2317.

Site 1y vours,

"

Kathleen (. Camin, Ph.U.
kegional Administrator

Enclosuras

N

e cc:  James Odendahl, Mo. DNR .
Richard Rankin, Mo, DHR
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- DRAFT

Date: March 9, 1982
‘ Subject: Comments on the Pine Pord Project, Missourd
From: Director, Air and Waste Management Division
To: Thomas L. Budd, Acting Assistant Regional Administrutor

for Policy and Management

Regarding the above referenced project, my staff has preparcd comments on
gyuestions 3a,3b, and 3¢ as requested. Additional information may be obtained
fvom Katie Biggs or Richard Smith, Superfund Scction,

3a. Recently WMBR has bcen asked to review and comment on ceveral stream channel
modification projects by the Corps of Fngincers which may involve the dredyging

disposal of sediments that may be hazardous under RCRA.  wvhe costs associated
with disposal of these potentially hazardous strean sediments at a KCRA disposal
facility are belicved to be very high but no actual doilar amounts have been
determined,

WMBR estimated the costs to trunsport and dispose of hazordous stream sodiments

for one project involving 38 milcs of drainage ditches be oncavating approximacely
1.3 million cubic yards of sediments belicved to be cont iminsted with heavy metalgs
and pesticides. The estimated cost fo¢ transportation and disposal was $92 million,

an 0bv1ou“ly pLOhlb'tl»L cost compgred to the tgta ect st of million.
L _Adilt (Al j @JLM /s &w zw
*y pead _
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WMEBR d¢@¢gz / the Office offscolid waste. BPA Region X¢hds
‘ raised the i1gsuc. We have comments from Headguartoers that perhaps o neutral
7 water leachate test may be applied to the sediments rather than the acid leach now
required by the EP toxicity test procedures. However, we have not yet recelved
written guidance.

3b. In order for funds to be expended under Superfund, the site must be on the
National Priority List (NPL). “The listing of a gite on the NPL doos not preclude
. the use of funds from state, local, and private sources to clean up the site.
‘“dz;ﬂ/ 'hese sources of funds are preferred, especially the uce of private £unds)where a
%“‘ ,ponclulo party can be identified. If a responsible party cannot be identified,
&'C‘v“ :

then Superfund monies can be used for remedial actions, This reguires a state

wﬂl(Won if the responsible party is unable or unwilling to undertake remedial action,
? omatch of 50% for ac . ion at a public site and 10:¢ for a private site or facility.

Q' % Any porposal for Supcrfund should e coordinated with the State to assure the
oY funding match will be available should responsible partices not e ildentified and
~ -V Buperfund monics arc sought.
o >
A

3¢, WMBR has some data on tallinge in the Big River zrea and we are aware that
there may be river sediment studices done under the :Ud prougram, we do not, however,
have copices of this informarion. 1t would be best to have the projact sponsor
contact Dick Smith (374-0%31)050 that we can determine the types of information
needed or sought as comparcd to thot already avallable to the oponsor.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ST. LOUIS DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
210 TUCKER BOULEVARD, NORTH
ST. LOUIS. MISSOURI 63101

HEPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

LMSED-BF 25 FeBruary 1982
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Mr. John J. Franke, Jr.
Regional Administrator Tre g .
US Environmental Protection Agency SR e Atk ng“:;iﬁzufﬁ
324 East 1llth Street
Kansas City, MO 64106

Dear Mr. Franke:

in July 1976, soon after we received initial Phase I planning ifunds for Pine
Ford, an authorized lake project on the Big River, we contacted your agency
and requested a revalidation of the benefits attributed to flow augmentation
for water quality purposes on the lower Big River and in the reach of the
lower Meramec River below the confluence with the Big River.

Although our representatives corresponded back and forth through September
1978, we were unable to resolve our differing interpretations of the

. PL. 92-500 provisions, and the policy of EPA at that time dictated that flow
augmentation had no benefit whatsoever as a water quality measure,

The Corps of Engineers then initiated an abbreviated water quality testing
program to define the nature of the problem (if any) and to estimate the
effects that could be achieved with flow augmentation. Unfortunately, nature
was not cooperative in providing low flows that would establish a
"worse-case'" condition and as you may note from the inclosed data the results
were inconclusive.

We are now in the final stages of reformulatiug the Pine Ford project and are
examining a variety of plans in addition to the authorized lake plan. We
expect to provide a draft report to our reviewing authorities in March 1982
and will complete the final Phase I General Design Memorandum in September
1982. From this schedule it is apparent that we are quickly approaching our
final opportunity for presenting whatever beneficial water quality effects
that might be associated with controlled releases from a reservoir plan.

In our own agency, we have observed a number of changes occurring in recent
years; changes in problem-solving philosophy, changes in policy and, to be
sure, changes in funding and staffing capabilities. If these same sort of
changes have been experienced by EPA, perhaps it 1is now possible to consider
measures that should have some beneficial effect, however limited, and which
could be implemented at low cost and with high reliability as compared to
expensive, state-of-the-art measures that may consume much energy and suffer

'— from reliability problewms, either due to EPVAphisticated technology or due

-

MAR , 21982
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LMSED-BF 25 February 1982
Mr. John J. Franke, Jr.

to the high level of operator competence that might be required, In addition
to these generalized changes, the Pine Ford situation has been altered by the
heavy metals problems which have been rccognized only since 1977 and which
still have not been completely defined. 1In this regard, Mr. Bob Fenemore of
your agency has been participating in the coordination meetings and briefings
during the course of the heavy metals studies being conducted by the Columbia
National Fisheries Research Laboratory.

Let me now get down to the purpose of this letter and address some questions
for your consideration. Your reply will serve to document the current
position of the Environmental Protection Agency in our draft report.

1. On the basis of the inclosed test data and other data that may be
available in your files, would your agency conclude that a pool with
regulated releases in the Big River could have a beneficial water quality
effect under the following circumstances:

a. Providing reliable minimum flows of a given dissclved oxygen
content such that the natural assimilative or self-cleaning ability of the
river would be maintained; with particular effect on non-point contaminants
deriving from agricultural operations and individual home treatment systems.

b. Providing a vehicle by which to enforce competent operation of

upstream municipal treatment systems. That is, ii certain water quality
parancters were required in the pool, the local assurances that we could

require to be furnished prior to construction could specify certain operating

standards. Once furnished, the assurances could be enforced as provided by

Section 221 of Public Law 91-611.

c¢. Providing an emergency 'flushing'" capability in the event that
treatment facilities downstream would walfunction and discharge untreated

waste 1nto the stream.

2. 1f you conclude that some benefit could be derived, we wouid
appreciate your opinion as to the dollar value of the benefit or your
suggestions as to how such a value could be computed.

Kk

3. 1In regard to the heavy-metals problems (preliminary test data were
furnished by letter of 20 January 1982 to Messrs. Vest and Fenemore), we have
assumed that some degree of Corps of Engineers involvement would derive from
the fact that Congress originally authorized a lake project and that such a
project could not serve the anticipated purposes of recreation and fish and
wildlife coanservation without first controlling the heavy metals situatlon.

For cost-benefit analysis, we have also assumed that, since the
environmental/fish and wildlife benefit of controlling the contamination
would not be quantifiable, we could assign a benefit equal to the cost of
remedial measures., In effect then, we would be evaluating the various
measures on the basis of effectiveness and least cost.




LMSED-BF 25 February 1982
Mr. John J. Franke, Jr.

4.  Could your agency support this assumplion that costs would be

cequally offset by benefits?

b. 1If we would recommend a lake project and necessary remedial
measures for controlling heavy metals, a source of funds for accomplishing
tire measures could be problematic. You mizht well appreciate cnat this would
be an unprecedeunted activity for the Corps of [ugincers althoupgh sowe
parallel comparison might be made wilh sCrip wmine reclamation activities. In
auy event, your comments would be appreciated concerning potential funding Ve
sotrces; with particular retference to the "super tund" and pending
legislation related thercto. —

¢. 1t has also come Lo our atlention that the P has recently
contracted for studies pertaining to heavy metals within the study area. Ti
any Tesults, preliminary or otherwise, are available we would be very wmuch
tnterested lu receiving them as soon as possiblce.

[ realize that T have asked difficult questiouns and that time will not perant
the type of detailed analysis that vou would prefer to accomplish and that we
would prefer to recetive. Nevertheless, I would approciate your earliest
consideration of these matters and receipt of your response iu sufficent time
(say by 15 March 1982) to be included in our dratt reporu.

Sincerely,

OBERT J.
Colonel, CF
District Bugineer

I 1ucl
As stated

Copy Furnished:

M. Boub Fenomore

US Kaviromnental Protection Agency
324 East Llth Street

Fansas City, MO 04100
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Station
Designation

A

APPENDIX T

USGS or Corps
Station No.

U.5.G.S. 07019000
U.S.G.S. 07015500

Corps Big River
Sampling Sta. No.

.5.G.S. 07016500

U.5.G.5. 07014500

Deoserlption of 3Sampling Stations

Stroeam Nows

Moramae at Earelka

Big River at Byrneovilie

iz Hiver

Bourbeuse

Meranae




